INTRODUCTION
Within the context of globalisation, local and regional distinctiveness is becoming increasingly significant to people, as communities with a shared sense of place develop processes to safeguard, construct and reconstruct their identities using environmental and heritage resources. These natural and cultural resources can be wide-ranging and incorporate: (i) movable and immovable tangible environmental and heritage material; and, (ii) intangible cultural heritage including language, song, dance, oral traditions and testimonies, and traditional craft practices. In the past, certain 'traditional' models of heritage management and museum action have tended to gain dominance. However, in many situations these models may not have been the most appropriate, as they tend to impose solutions from external experts on to local communities, stakeholders and interest groups. This paper introduces and explores a more democratic alternative -the ecomuseum ideal. This approach with its focus on processes can, in certain situations, provide a more suitable model for community-driven practices in heritage and environmental management. As a result, the ideal may be worth considering as a sustainable future scenario for upland areas within Cumbria.
In many countries the ecomuseum principles have been deployed in different combinations that respond to local physical, economic, social, cultural and political environments in order to manage the full range of environmental and heritage resources through processes that encourage public participation. Where these ecomuseum principles are currently being employed in new initiatives, there is often an emphasis on: self-representation; full community participation in, and ownership of, heritage resources and the management processes; rural or urban regeneration; sustainable development; and, responsible tourism. This paper will outline the key principles of the ecomuseum ideal and highlight certain issues that should be considered before the adoption of ecomuseum philosophy and practices, especially with regard to the power dynamics and relationships between participating stakeholder groups. The significance of these issues will be illustrated by briefly reflecting on short study visits by the author to two examples of ecomuseum initiatives in Guizhou Province in the People's Republic of China. In the first example there appeared to be tensions in the power dynamics between the authorities and local people, whilst in the second, the relationships between the local people and those in government positions seemed more balanced. If ecomuseum principles were adopted in Cumbria, it would be important to consider potential issues related to power relationships.
BASIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE 'TRADITIONAL' MUSEUM AND THE ECOMUSEUM
Museums and heritage management organisations that follow traditional approaches to collection, conservation and interpretation which have been developed since the 19th century face many new challenges in today's world. Bound by their philosophical frameworks and accepted techniques, these organisations do not always find it easy to re-shape themselves to meet the needs of society. In contrast, the principles of the ecomuseum ideal, community museology and 'holistic museology' (Corsane and Holleman 1993; Davis 1999) are far more flexible, people-centred, context-focused and all-encompassing in terms of recognising the full range of intangible and tangible (both immovable and movable) environmental and heritage resources. This means that ecomuseums are more able to adapt to societal, environmental and economic imperatives for change.
The ecomuseum movement started in France in the early 1970s and spread internationally to challenge more traditional approaches to museum work worldwide. Although the names of many people have been associated with the evolution and spread of the movement, two key proponents were at the centre. These were the museologists Georges Henri Rivière and Hugues de Varine. Initially, these two men each introduced one main central concept to museology which when combined became the foundation of the ecomuseum philosophy. On the one hand, Rivière believed that within their main functions museums should do more to place human affairs into a broader environmental context, while on the other, de Varine wished to see museums become democratic institutions with local communities taking a far more active role in their planning and functioning (Corsane and Holleman 1993; Davis 1999) .
Before one can consider the key principles of the ecomuseum ideal, it is useful to gain a basic understanding of the differences between the 'traditional' museum and the ecomuseum. These differences have been very concisely illustrated in a pair of equations developed by Hugues de Varine and added to by René Rivard (1984; 1988;  and also see Boylan 1992a). These equations are stated as follows:
• Traditional Museum = building + heritage + collections + expert staff + public visitors;
• Ecomuseum = territory + heritage + memory + population.
With this admittedly basic understanding of the differences stated, one can delve deeper into the philosophy and practices of ecomuseology. However, before doing this, it may also be useful to include the following short definition:
'An Ecomuseum is a dynamic way in which communities preserve, interpret, and manage their heritage for a sustainable development. An Ecomuseum is based on a community agreement.' (Declaration of Intent of the Long Net Workshop. Trento, Italy, May 2004.)
KEY INDICATORS/PRINCIPLES OF THE ECOMUSEUM IDEAL
Within the philosophy and practices of ecomuseology one can identify a number of indicators that tend to characterise individual ecomuseums (Boylan 1992b; Corsane and Holleman 1993; Davis 1999; Corsane 2006) . These can be viewed as the key principles of the ecomuseum ideal. Any list of these principles is likely to include variations on the 21 outlined below. In this list, numbers 1 to 6 focus on the democratic and participatory nature of ecomuseums, 7 to 12 deal with what an ecomuseum includes and covers, and 13 to 21 centre on what an ecomuseum can do and the approaches and methods often used in ecomuseology.
1. An ecomuseum is initiated and steered by local communities.
2. It should allow for public participation from all stakeholder groups in all the decisionmaking processes and activities in a democratic manner.
3. It should stimulate joint ownership and management, with input from all stakeholder groups including local communities, academic advisors, local businesses, local authorities and government structures.
4. In an ecomuseum, an emphasis is usually placed on the processes of heritage management, rather than on heritage products for consumption.
5. An ecomuseum is likely to encourage collaboration with local craftspeople, artists, writers, actors and musicians.
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7. It focuses on local identity and a sense of place.
8. It often encompasses a 'geographical' territory, which can be determined by different shared characteristics.
9. It covers both spatial and temporal aspects. In relation to the temporal, it looks at continuity and change over time, rather than simply trying to freeze things in time. Therefore, its approach is diachronic rather than synchronic.
10. The ecomuseum often takes the form of a 'fragmented museum', consisting of a network with a hub and antennae of different buildings and sites.
11. It promotes preservation, conservation and safeguarding of heritage resources in situ.
12. In the ecomuseum ideal, equal attention is often given to immovable and movable tangible material culture, and to intangible heritage resources.
13. The ecomuseum stimulates sustainable development and use of resources. 
ISSUES RELATED TO IMPLEMENTING THE ECOMUSEUM IDEAL
When considering the issues related to implementing the ecomuseum ideal a number come to the fore, particularly when considering the potential for using ecomuseological approaches as a potential future scenario for upland areas in Cumbria. First and foremost, although it must be recognised that the above principles can be used as indicators of ecomuseums, no two ecomuseums will ever look the same. Each will be distinct and unique. The reason for this is that the core pillar of the ecomuseum ideal is that an ecomuseum is not a fixed structure, or approach. Rather, it should be a flexible, living and changing organism that from its inception responds continually to particular local environmental, economic, social, cultural and political needs and imperatives. Consequently, individual ecomuseums have not followed all of the same principles to the same degree. In each, the selection of which principles to follow and the emphases placed on them will have been different. If the principles of the ecomuseum ideal were chosen to inform the heritage management of upland areas in Cumbria, the outcomes of the project would likely take on locale-specific forms.
Second, the ecomuseum ideal should not be imposed by any perceived 'authority' -rather it should follow a 'bottom-up' approach, where the key players are the local stakeholders. If the ideal has been introduced to the stakeholders by someone outside the local area, work needs to be done to communicate the value of the ideal to local stakeholders in order to help them 'come on board'. Local stakeholders should never be forced to accept ecomuseological approaches; instead their potential adoption and adaptation need to be negotiated. Ecomuseology has already been introduced to a number of stakeholder groups in Cumbria through forums and discussions about its potential Sustainable future scenarios for people, environments and landscapes Corsane need to be continued and expanded to include all interested parties. Third, if principles of the ecomuseum ideal were to be adopted in Cumbria, the dynamics of power relationships between different stakeholder groups would need to be carefully balanced and maintained to ensure equity and fairness. This type of balancing becomes particularly difficult where funding is being sourced from a range of bodies with differing agendas, expectations and demands, especially where competing outcomes are desired.
A fourth issue relates to the danger of commodifying the environment, or culture. In the ideal ecomuseum, culture and social institutions should not be 'frozen' in time. In good ecomuseological practice appropriate development and change should be encouraged. However, any environmental and cultural changes that do occur should be documented to ensure past and present life and relationships with the environments are being monitored and recorded.
Finally, where ecomuseum approaches deal with a 'territory' including its inhabitants, care needs to be taken to ensure against the objectification of local residents. People living within the area need to feel comfortable and that they are not being placed on display. One way to guard against this is if all the local residents have 'bought-into' the project and feel included in the decision-making processes and are aware of the potential benefits.
ISSUES IN RELATION TO TWO EXAMPLES OF ECOMUSEUMS IN CHINA
In total, there are seven ecomuseums in China dedicated to ethnic minority groups, with four in the south-western province of Guizhou. These ecomuseums were established after the ideal was introduced to Chinese museologists in 1994 by the Norwegian ecomuseologist John Aage Gjestrum, with support and funding for these ecomuseum projects coming through a Sino-Norwegian agreement. As a participant of the International Ecomuseum Forum hosted in the city of Guiyang in the People's Republic of China at the beginning of June 2005, the author, with other delegates, went on short study visits to two ecomuseums in the province of Guizhou. These two visits provided an opportunity to reflect on the issues mentioned above in connection with actual examples.
The first of the two Chinese ecomuseums visited was the Soga Miao Ecomuseum centred in Longga Village 208 km west of Guiyang, the capital of Guizhou province. The ecomuseum, which is in a remote rural mountainous region, consists of 12 villages of the Changjiao Miao people in the Liuzhi prefecture of the Liupanshui municipality. Opened officially in October 1998, this ecomuseum was the first in China. The second ecomuseum visited was the Zhenshan Bouyei Ecomuseum at Zhenshan Village, located in a mountainous area 21 km south of Guiyang. The fortified village, near Shiban Town in the Huaxi district, was built on a peninsula in the Xuaxi River overlooking the dramatic Banbian Mountain.
From observation, both the ecomuseums visited appeared to measure reasonably well against the ecomuseum principles listed above. However, on the day that the first village was visited, there seemed to be a tension. Some of the international delegates to the forum felt uncomfortable and the experience seemed a little voyeuristic in nature, with the villagers being objectified and made to perform. The reason for this may have been that the village was being 'show-cased' by national and provincial representatives for the delegates' benefit. It appeared that the villagers had been asked to make a special effort to welcome the group, with children being removed from school and adults from their work to line the road to welcome the delegates. This tension may have been further amplified by the fact that speeches were given during a formal welcoming ceremony by local, provincial and national dignitaries. On the day, this highlighted the potential problems that can be associated with the issues discussed above -especially the second and third ones. On reflection, the felt tensions can probably be attributed to the particular mix on the day, with both hosts and visitors having certain expectations and concerns. The visit to the second ecomuseum was far more relaxed, as there was less formality, and this allowed for a positive cultural experience and exchange.
CONCLUSIONS
If the principles of the ecomuseum ideal are adopted they could provide a useful future scenario for upland areas in Cumbria. For example, they could help to stimulate democratic public Sustainable future scenarios for people, environments and landscapes Corsane participation that focuses on processes and holistic approaches to the management of the full range of environmental and heritage resources for sustainable development that, at the same time, encourages responsible tourism. However, the issues outlined above do need to be considered. Any project that follows these principles needs to focus on empowerment, negotiation, joint ownership and, above all, respect. The ecomuseum ideal might be able to provide a network type of structure for a federation of different stakeholder groups in Cumbria.
